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-R^ROSPECTIVt: FISCAL ANALYSIS OF NEPTE 
• RESOURCE DEVELOPMENT PROJECTS * 

By: 

Roland Goddu and John Pitmafi" 



In an earlier report , the cost i^nplications bf six (6) staff 

development' cooperative efforts were -discussed^. In ^this second re- • 

port4 20 resource development projects are presented and discussed., 
f ' ■ ' ' * # 

The purpose of this rep©rt is to discuss the' impact of the New Eng-^ 
laud Regional Commission ^ (NERPOM)' funds, and ather development funds 
allocated by the New England Program in Teacher Education (NEPTE) on 
the implementation pf programs by local. groups to improve existing 
teacher education practices.^ Specifically, this report addresses' 
the 'costs associate with proj ect* axitivities that . provided outpiiJie 
in terms of products and/or training resources utilized. 

This report deals with- 20 projects funded by NEPTE from 1971 to 
1974. The 20 -projects are divided into two categories, wliich are: 

^ A.* Attempts of people to do something they. had never 

done before — termed ^ here. Unique Projects , ahd ^ 

B. Attempts of people to make something wor|c tetter — 
termed here, Refinement Projects . 
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UNIQUE PROJECTS 
' Total Funds Allocated 



There were a total of^eight (8) projects in 'this category. Table One 
'(Page 4A) lists each project arid the total amount of funds provided by 
NEPTE. - - , * < ^ * • ' 

The data ^n Table One show that .a total o^ ^lll ^b^l was allocated to 
the eight* (8) Unique Projects. Two projects (ANISA and Gresham Chair) 
received a total of $441,916 (57% oi the funds). By adding twoVore. projects, 
(Chittenden School and SASSI) a total o£ $682^,666 (88% of the funds) was 
allocated to four projects with the remaining 12 per cent, of the funds 
allocated to the other four projects (CEFS, Little Harbor, North. County 
Network, and Penquiscock) . The range o^ funds allocated was $241,916. (ANISA) 
to $5,0di^ (Little Harbor). The data show that, the funds allocated-^n 
FY72 ($373,836) was approximately the same as funds allocated irv|FY73, 
($379, 871)s with a marked- redu<:tion in FY75 ($23,795). In fact, oikr/^one 
of the projects received funds in all three years (ANISA). With the 
exception of Chittenden and SASSI, all projects received the bulk of their 
.funding frtle first year. ' \ * 

REFINEMENT PROJECTS • / • 

* Total Funds Allocated * . 



There were a total of 12 projects in this category. The followirfg 
table (Page 4'B) (Table Jwo) lists each project and the funds provided for 
fiscal years 72-74. 'V 

Thd^data in» Table* Two show that a total of $270,514 was allocated to the 
12 Refinem^t Projects. Three projects (PROJECT ERR, Upper Valley NEPTE., 
^d Wat^town) received- a total of $169,493 (63%) of the funds with the 
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remainder of the funds (37%) distr.Jti^tQf^^ ot*ier nine (9) Prpjects, 

The range of funds allocated to the 12 projects -was $65,840 (Uppe r:\Vdl ley 

NEPTE) to $3,500 (Women' s .Training and RBsour ce^ Corp • and Shaplelgh Memorial 

School). Excluding the top three projects^ the range was $25 ,1^1 - " (Sitr^^tf ord) 

to'$3,500. Only one project XUpper. Vall4y NEPTE) was allocatedVfunds -ai"! 

three years; five (5) projected received limited allocations in FY7A^only; 

two projects received allocatioris in FY72 oniy,^ and the other four pr,ojects 

received allocations for two years. There is no particular pattern among' 

t 

projects funded for two years, ^ ^ 

Wien looking at the combined totals* fo'r Unique and Refinement projects, 
the data show a* total of ^1,048,016 was allocated to the 20 projects. 
Allocations made in FY72 ($495,897) and FY73 ($468,624) were roughly the 
same with a marked drop in FY74^($83,495) •/ 

^- ^ " . : • 

Cost Analysis of Unique and Refinement Projects " 

Categories in the following, tables are designed tQ show the general 
types of expenditures m^de b^ the respective iproject directors. *The fi;rst 
five (5) categories represent organizational and centraj.* administrative . 
costs. Categories seven (7) through 10 represent training and product 
development , costs . The. category dissemination and keepables, probably, could 
be placed in either of the two categpry groups. (See Category 7, T^ble 
3B, Page 5B) . ' ' 
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Analysis qtf Unique Project Xosl Cat^egorles ' . • 

Salatles - A' review of thje data ( Table Three, Cblumh 1) shows^ that 
all* eight (8) projects allocated funds for salaries. The costs Twanged 
^ from $3^03,379 (8AZ) for ANISA to $'2;054 (41%) for Little Harbor. The^ / , 
pQBcAitage allocated ranged .fr.oTn ^ high of 84% (AlllSA) to a low of ■ ' 
27.8%-_^(Grestiam)-' The average percentage allocated for the top four 
proje;cts was $7 .'5%* ($339,127)., The average pe'rcerftage allocated for 
the frottoTn fcmr prdjectp was- 32- 5% ($3Q,901). With the -.&igpif icant - ' \^ 

' ' ''exception of the Gresham Chair, the larger . projects cbose -tb allocate 'a 

V , \ • 

larger pert:entage of their funds to salaried than did the smaller projects.' 

Overhead 'and Fringe - A review of the data (Table Three, Column 2) 

. ^ — ' , • , ' 

showg that all four larger projects and two otf the smaller projects 

allocated f^nds, in this category. The average cost for the -four larger . , 

^ i '~ ' 

'projects was 4 • 5% , /ranging from 7 .-5% (SASSI). to .7% (Gresham). The ; ♦ . . 

average pejrcentage allocated by the. smaller groje^ts wa§ 3.r5%, but it 

'represents only two projects (Nqrth^Coijm 

With the exception pf Gresham, proj^ects chaigLng ^pvei^head and fringe ranged 

between 5.6% ahd 7.5%. -'Size of project does not appear to determitle whether 

•such charges are made. However, when charges were ma^, th^y were in the 

• 5-7 per cent range. ^ ^ - • 

\ Travel -r A review of the d§ta (Table Three, Cblumn 3) shows that five 
: — ' • ' > 



projects allocated funds for travel. The range wais 10.3% (P^nquiscock) to 

■ / • ' i ' 

.9!^i' (Chit tend e^ . The* larg.^t;; projects J3 of 4) averaged 2% and the . . 

. ''I ^' ■ ^ 

snlaller projects. (2 of 4) averaged 5.1%. There .is no pattern. A pattern l 

'\. ' 

■ ■ 'i',V , •• • ^ , • 

does emerge if one looks atlpjfoject purposes, i.e. all projects listing 

^^ji. ■ - ^ ' . 

travel costs required trainltll and/or staff development activity in several 

^ - ^ , m 

% 



locations. Penquiscock required extensive travel over a three county area, 
ANISA required extensive national travel, and^Gresham sub-granted funds to 
multiple agencies, all of which h,ad travel expenditures. Little Harbor, 
SASSI, and CEFS operated from a fixred location; if travel was incurred, 
±i was^overed with other funds. . ' r * 

Expendable Supplies and Communications - A review of tH^ data tTable*^ 
ThreeA Column 4) shows that the same five projects that listed travel 
expenditures also listed expenditures in this category. Chitten^ien (10^6%) 
and Penquiscock 8%) were the primary projects in this category. • The 

. : • ^ r , * ' • 

other three pro jects ' ranged from 2.6% .(North County Netwrok) to lr5%MANISA). 
Again, project purpose is probably the primary factor. • Possibly, larger 
projects^ are^more lik^^ to incorporate expendable supplies and communication 
in their^^ budgets than are smaller proj[ects — which may use their own funds 
for small expenditures in this category.- ' . , ' ' 
Evaluation and Research review 'df the data (Table ThreeA ColuSEii 

Five) shows that only one project (Chittenden) allocated funds in this^ 
category (2.^%). All other projects seem to provide forVtffl[s activity, if 
at all, within other categories, probably salaries,, or consultant services. 
Evaluations were usually done by project directors and incorporated in * 



arterly and final reports rather* than contracted to formal J^t^oject 



evaluator s , 
4> 



TofcaXs^ Organizational Costs - A review of' the data (Table Three A, 
^ '. ^ • 

Column Six) s^ows that there was a marked difference between the larger and 

smaller projects.. The four larger projects averaged 67.7%, ranging from 

93.8% (ANISA) to 63.9% (Gresham) . The four smaller projects averaged 45.3%, 

ranging f>rom 48.6% (North Cbiinty Network) to 41. if (Little HarborK Clearly, 



13 



) 



the larger i^ojects allocated more of their funds to organizational 

i • ^ ' - * ■ 

categcxries than did smaller projects, especially in the category of salaries 
the consistert exception being the Gresham Chair. 
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DlssemlnatloR ,and Keepables - A Feview o f the data (Tafl^le Three B, 

Column Seven) shows that a total of five (5) projects, 3 of A larger projects - • ' 

and 2 of 4 smaller projects allocated fund3 in this category. The cost's 

ranged from 7.5% (CEFS) to 2% (North County Network); CEFS and Chittenden 

were the majot prqijects in this category (7.5 6.6 respecti.vely) . The 

ther three projects ranged* f rom 2% to 3.7%. ' . - 

Consultant Services - A review of the data .(Table Three B, Column 8) ^ ' 
— V ^ W 

-shows Jthat all projects except Penquiscock allocated funds in t*his category. 
The four larger projects averaged 11.9% while the smaller projects avei^^aged 

,20^9%. Two projects (CEFS and Little Harbor) '^ade extensive use of consultants 

■ » r 

. (4^.9% and 58.9% respect^ively) . Two other pro'jects (Gresham 20.9% and 

SASSI 25.3%) utilized consultants to^ a large degree. The other four projects 

allocated less than 9% of their resources "to consultants. One possible • 

explanation for the greater use of consultants by the smaller projects is 

that larger projects had larger staffs who were ^ble to serve consultant 

roles as well as administrative roles while smaller projects had to contract 

for consultant services. 

Conferences and VJorkshop Fe^s - A review of the' data (Table Three B,- 
■ Column Nine) shows that four projects allocated funds in this category. 
» Chittenden (2.2%) and Penquiscock (4.3%) conducted limited woT;jkshop 
activities. North County Network allo«d«^ed more money in this category 
(40.*6%) than in any othe^ category. The Gresham Chair provided f ot the 
extensive (31.3%) utilizAion of its resources by teachers^, students, and 
parents through this category. 

General Costs - This -category (TableVrjhr^e B, Column 10) is the least 
clear, it includes miscellaneous* costs, as well as training and product 
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developme(tit costs are included. |Gerlerally, this category represent5\ 
training and product development Ijto^^is not listed as separate workshop^ 



costs. The average cost^ for the^laiWer projects^ X7 • 3X) and smaller 
projects (22,A%Vare decepiive. P^l four larger projects had costs in 

this category ranging from ,8% (SASSI)\ to 18,3% (Chittenden), Only 1 

> ^ ' .1 

of 4 smaller projects had^costs (PdnqulLscock) but thje one project , ' 

allocated 49,2% to this category — lit ' s I largest single expenditi^re in any 

categ^)r.y. It is probably fai^^to s ly tlhat larger projects allocated' . ^ 

fun^s in this category while smal^e " pr3jects did not unless the specific 



purpose(fe) of the smaller projects 'uas 
as" ^ result of local training (Penq idlpDck) • 



to . stimulate' product 'development 



' Totals Training and Product DeVj^lcfpm^ent - A review of the data (Table 
Three B, Column 11) shows that the larger* projects average 32,2% for these 
activities while the smaller projects averaged 54, 6%, The range for the 
larger projects was 65,1% (Gresham) 2.4% (ANISA). The range for the 

* 

jailer projects was 58,9% (Little Harljor) to"-49.3% (North CctCmty Network), . 
Clearly,, the smaller projects chose to limit organizational and administrative 
expenses and concentrate their resbuces on training and product development 
activities. Little ^arbor and CEFS made extensive use of consultants for» 
training, North County Network utilized workshops, and Penquiscock utilized 
training and staff development on a continuing basis. Again, Gresham is 
unique in that it sub-granted monies to teachers, studentSr parents, in 
different categories (approximately 60%).. Gresham (See Table Three) 
shows 33.9% organizational, 34.8% training and product development, and 31.3% 
Confer ence\iand workshop fees. * - ^^^^ 
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'L ^ ^ Analysis of ; Refinement Project Cost Categories . ' 

Salarlres - A review of the data (Table Four, Column One) s^iDws ^that 
* the three largest projects allocated an average of 67.7% »to salaries while 



the ndne (9) smaller projects averaged 47. A%. .The, range of the largest 
projects^^s 69.1% (Watertown) tQ 66.-A% (Project ERR). The tange of the^ 
smaller projects was 1^00% to 0% (McLean and U. of Me. (Farm.). There was 

no consistency in .salary allocation decisions in the smaller .pro jects , while 

/ - . ' ^ 

the larger projects wece very cotxsistent. ^ 
^ / . >f ' - 

Overhead and Fringe . - A review of the' data (Tabl^ Four, Column Two) 
whows that all three large projecffs allocated funds in this ^ category while 
only 4 of 9 smaller projects cated fiunds. Those projects which had 

costs ranged from 12% OfTRC) to . 9%' (Project ERR). Tfiere was no consistent 
rate chatged. ' ^ ' , 

— Travel - A-review of the data (Table Four,^ Column Three) shows that 



seven (7) /roject^ allocated funds for travel (3 of. 3 larger, and 4 of 
.9 smaller). Costs ranged fr^om 6.3% (Upper Valley NEPTE) to .6% (Barbour). 
The average for larger projects was 4.1% and for smaller. projects 1.4%, _ 
yet there was little difference among those chargirg in this category. A 
teview of -project activities showed that those projects showing 3% or more 
also built travel, usually for students, into the project. , 

Expendable Supplies and Communicat>b€ns - A review of the data (Table 
Four, Column Four) shows that nine (9). projects allocated funds in this 
category— 3 of 3 larger and 6 of 9 smaller projects. Costs ranged from 
8% (Colebrook) 'to 1.5% (Watertown). There was little difference in . 
the avetage- between large and small projects (4.2 and 3.9 respectively). 
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J Evaluation and Research - A review of the data (Tafe4e Four, Column Five) 
shows that fivfe (5) pro jects' allocated funxis in this categ^ry^,^^ 3'' 
larger and 3 of 9 smaller. The range was 8.5% (Shapleigh) to 1.2% "b^er 
Vajley NEPTE) . ^ Apparently , Shapleigh and Watertown chose' ttv do a formal, ^ 
contracted evaluation. Uppet Valley NEPTE, Barbour, and Stratford allocated 
^fixed fees for -an eyaluator who was a staff member. 'The other projects did 
evaluation as part of their normal quarterly and finll reporting process. 
There was greater emphasis on formal outside evaluation among these projects 
thin was the case in^the Unique Projects. j « , , ' . 

' Tojials — Organisational Costs - A review of the data (Table Four, 'Column 
Six) shows that the larger projects average 81.7% while the smaller projects 
averaged 57.9%. There was consistency in costs among the largo:- projects,// 
while costs among the smaller projec^were extremely varied — 100%, l*project; 
75-51%, 3 projects; 25-50%, 3 projects; 20% drUess, 2 projects. '^Generally, 
smalleit projects tended to minlnvize expenses (except McLean) and put .their 
fund»%Lntp ti'aining and product development areas. ^. 

yPissemination and Keepables - A review of the data (Table Four, 
Column 7) shows that seveii <?) projects allocated ^funds in this category— ^ 
•2 of 3 larger and 5 of 9 smaller projects. The range was 50%. (Univ. of 
Maine, Farraington) to .3% (Stratford). The average. for larger projects was 
1.5% and 7.3% for smaller orojects. Four projects made major commitments 
in this category; Uniyersity of Main^, Farmington (50%), Colebf^ok (20%), 
Hlghl^d Park (16.1%) and Westminster West (l2.63yF. Apparently, several 

4 > 

smaller projects ^ose to .allocate their limited resources to keepable 
materials and disaemlnation 'act±^ties. Perhaps this is-'^^because such 
expenditures are limited in local budgets and acquisition of such resources 
must come through outside^Tttftdrlng . : 



•H. 



I 
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Consultant Services - A review of the datd -(Table Four, Column 8) 



\ 

shows that 10 of 12 projects allocated funds in this category. Costs 

ranged from 60% (Shapleigh) to 3.6% (Westminster West). The averages for 

. • , i. ■ 

large and small projects was 8.3% and 16.2% respectively. The larger 

projects ranged from 5.1% to^lQ.6% whilfe* the smaller projects, ranged from 

60% to 3.6%. Smaller projects 6sing consultant services were, divided into. 

two distinct groups; 1) those averaging between 60-20%; and 2) those 

** , ' 

under .10%. . Clearly, small jprbjects turned to 'consultants 'more than did 

\ • • - ' ' ' 

larger projects. ^Probably, for the sdm^ reason earlier notgd^i.e. project 

staff wei:e not able, to provide needed services wAereas largq^ project 

staffs could' serve, at least in part, consultant roles. 

Conferences and Workshop Fees - A review of thej.data (Table Four, Column 

. - 1^ 

,Nine) shbws. t^iat •sevep (7) projects allocated funds in tKis category. The 

^ . J) ^' * J i 

two larger pVpjeQts, Project and Watertown, allocated 1.6% and 5.4% 

respectively'. The five smaller projects ranged from 10% (Highland ^ark) 

to 28.5% (WTRC). The averages ^or the lar^^er and smaller ^projects were 

1.9% and 14.5% respectively.. Smaller projects that, utilized this category 

did so to a much greater degree than was the Qase f or darger projects. 

General Costs - A review of the data (Table Four, Column 10) ^ows 

that nine (9), proj^cts'^allocated furlds in this category. The allocatic 

ranged from io^ (Upiv. of Mai^ie, Farmington) to -2%* (Highland Park). The 

s 

averages were similar© for lauger and smaller projects 6% and 5;'3% respectively. 
t * 

Shapleigh and the University of Maine, Farmington, w^re the major users, 

22.8% and 30% respectively. ^ 

Totals; — Training and Product Development - A review of the V 

(Table Four, Column 12) shows that the average allocation for the three 
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larger projects was 17.8% ranging from 36% (.Project ERR) to 12.7% (U-pper 
Valley NEPTEj , The average allocation for the nine (9) smaller projects was^ 
43.4% ranging from 82.9,% (Shapleigh) to 35'.7% (Highland Park). The Smaller 
projects without exception, allocated more funds to thes^ acti^ties than 
did any of the larger projects. , , . ' ^ 



• ^ . :j ' ; 

Analysts Acrags Unique and Refinement Projects 
It Is most difficult to dravT any cleati generalizations concerning fhe 
cost 'decdTsTons ma^e by the large- versus, small projects In the Unique ♦'and 
Rdf Indent categories. Table Five lists the ipercentages for each cost 
category, and compares the totals for 'Unlque and Refinement "projects ariH 
then coiapares large"aivi small projects In Unique and Reflnemeivt projects. 
$ee Page 15A) 

'A'revlpw of Table Five draws out the significant differences 

.. ■> 

Indlcared on Chart A. The data provides a clear. Indication that Unique 

' ^" ' ~ ■ ' ■ ■ - 

pr(*jects^::€nd to spend more fundis f9r conferences, workshops, and general 
training -and development costs while Refinement projects tend to spend 
more funds on salaries. The larg^fer the project, the smaller the difference 
In alloqatlon In. these categories. Nevertheless, it is significant that 
when a project tends to perceive itself as demonstrating successful practice 
it focuses funds on- the salary of persons who make the demonstration work. 

/ ■ 

Unique projects which tend to be more developmental and exploratory tend 

to invest in conferences, workshops, training, ^and other suc-h development 

\ ' ' », 

& ' , ' ' ' ' 

costs. They seem to be seeking out ideas, personnel, and resources rather 

<< * 

than presenting. The Grfesham Chair 'data is particuarl}^ significant in this 
area. 

Totals - A review of the data (Table Five) shows that Refinement 
Projects as a group allocated 60.1% to salaries which* is 5.6% greater than 
Unique 'Projects as a gr«aip. Other organizational costs categories were 
roughly comparable. Organizational costs category allocations were 5.9% 
higher for Refinement project? (70.4% versus 64.5%). The only m^jor 
difference in the Training -and Product Development categories was in 
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^' Vc. CHART A 

'A<ieas of Significant 'Differences 

UNIQUE VS.- RJEFINE^ENT / \ ' ' : 

tl) Salaries ' * ^ * + 5.6 



(8) Conferences and 'Workshops 
AND . • 

(9) Gen.,Tng, & Dev. CQ«ts . 



- 6.3 



LARGE UNIQUE VS. LARGE REFINEMENT 
(1) Salaries ^+10.2 
(8) Conferences ai^d Workshops ' 



- 7.7 



S>IALL UNIQUE VS. SiIaLL- REFINEMENT ' , 

(1) Salaries ' . +K.9 

(9) Gen. Tng. & Dev. Costs ^' ' ' -17.1 
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conferences and workshop "^osts wlMre Unique Projects allocated 2.8% 



mora funds (6.6% versus 9.9%). fh^' 1ipt4.'S for Training and Product 

if " 



5evelopment categories were signif|.canC-'— 34 . 9% and 27.2!^. 

■ « ^ ' ' ' t 'A ■ ■ ^ ' ■ 

Large Projects - A review pffithe ctdta (Table Five) shows that> 
Refinement projects allotted 10^% mo^ije funds to salaries (67.7% - 57.5%) . 
and. that total organizational cM:s w^s 11.9% higher; (79% ^ 67.1%) fdr . 
Refinemeu? projects than Uniquf^^ro j,^i^t^ As one would expect, Training 
and J'^roduct. Development Costs j^^re' Significai^ly lower for R^inement 



proje.cts with the gr^a^st diff'erenp^ bei ng un der the Conferences and 
Workshops category (1.9%^^ 9.6%0.- jjp^lnemeht projects 'allocated 14.5% 
less to Training and Product DevelXmen^ categories than did Unique Projects. 
Sma^l Projects 7 A r,(^View of //the^data (Table Five) shows tha^t, as 

''kbove, Refinement projec^|'3 allocA IA.9% more to salaries and 10.9% more 
to organizational costAategori^ , ' Travel wa»- the only category where- 
Unique Projects alloc,|y^d more|f{inds (5.1% - 1.4%). Also, as above, 

Refinement Pro jects ^illocatedjll . 1% less to Training and Product Develop- 

"■■ /// 

ment categories th^f did Uriij^e Projects. Unique Projects made greater use 

■ \l ' ^ 

of Consultant services (20.9% - 16.2%) and general training (22.4% - 5.3%), , 

Refinement projects ^ade greater use of dissemination and keepables (7.3% - 

2.8%) and conf^rifences and/ workshops (14.5^ - 8.3%). 
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Conclusions , ' * ' * ^ 



Inement projects as» a group allocated rnorQ of their resources to 
organizational costs, especially salaries, than did Unique Projects 
(5.9% greater organizational costs) . - *^ . 

2. In both large and small project breakdowns, the Refinement projects 
allocated a much greater percentage of their resources to organizational 

^ co8t;icategories (11.9% large, 10.9% small). 

3. Smaller projects in both types of projects allocated greater resources- 

to workshops and conferences and to cQjnsultant services. The significant 
exception remains the Gresham'M^hair . 

4. X}verhead and fringe charges were'^iore commonly allocated by large 
projects (7 of 7) than small projects of 13), but no set rate was 



apparent. 

5. Travel and expendable supplies were^more commonly incorporated in 
large projects (6 of 7) than in smaller projects (6 of 13). However, 
travel and expendable supply rates varies widely (.6 to 10.3). Perhaps 
these categories of costs are more a function of project purpose(s) 
than anything else. 

6. Six projects allocated funds for evaluation and research— 5 of 6 were 
Refinement projects. Apparently most projects, regardless of type or 
size, chose to use internal evaluatin procedures, i.e. incorporated 
these* functions into their regular reporting procecjures rather than 
contractin^f or formal outside evaluation. 
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7, Consultant services varies vJidely, but was more heavily used by smaller 
projects. It was noted earlier that smaller projects, perhaps, had to 
contract for services while larger projects could, in part, utilize 

-~>-staff in consultant roles. 

8. Large projects such as ANISA, Watertown, Project ERR, Upper Valley 
NEPTE, and SASSI apparently developed separate staffs an^^ operations 
even though operating through other agencies. Consequently, qperating 
costs were reflect*ed in their costs. Smaller projects tended to 
allocate funds to training activities and salaries, and used other 

existing support systems in their institution. Thus, they were able 

W 

to keep operating costs relatively low. 
Q. Evaluation was generally not seen as an independent cosL category. 
10. The divergence in fiscal accounting and reporting procedures made 
precise cost analysis ex»ceptionally difficult, Several projects 
forfeited their final payment (10% after a Final Feport) rather than 
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submit a report or audit. 

In summary, the cost analysis seems to indicate that most projects 
used funds to: (a) provide salaries nbt otherwise available; ' 
(b) to purchase supplies (keepables); and (c) toaipport training 
activities. Generally, overhead *and operational costs were low, 
which^may have resulted from the NEPTE pblicy and operational 
model emphasizing a small central office with resources going to 
immediate need responsive field activities. " The Unique projects 
teftded to reach out more to others for service, advice, and counsel 
and support. The Refinement project tended to husband rare perso^nnel 
resources essential to the success of their proposed demonstration. 
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